I am ambivalent about this book. It has various strengths and weaknesses. It is copiously referenced for a text not purporting to be scholarly, and the author has taken pains to cover his subject comprehensively. Conversely, the author's knowledge of psychoanalysis and psychiatry at times appears limited. Like many writers with a limited familiarity with psychoanalysis, Samuel limits himself to Freudian psychoanalysis. This is not representative of the theoretical richness and increased effectiveness of contemporary psychoanalytic developments. Also, in focusing so much on people's reactions to Freud, within and outside of psychoanalysis, Samuel loses the opportunity to describe the very heterogeneous nature of modern American psychoanalysis and its impact on popular culture. He indicates that the International Psychoanalytic Association is based in New York, which is inaccurate. Samuel's claims that Freud gained the respect of the rationalists, referring to studies in hysteria, while Emerson was subject to ridicule for his idea of double consciousness, does not recognize Freud's years of isolation and his hostile reception for years by Viennese distortion when he implies that the New York approach considered "that people were, above all, animals with physical drives." p 170 His claim that "The experience of a patient free associating and having . . . her dreams analyzed in . . . 1980 was virtually identical to someone who had done the same in 1920" p 166 is dubious, and does not take into account the many theoretical and technical developments in psychoanalysis in those many decades. Similarly, he asserts that "for the most part, psychoanalysis was largely resistant to innovation," indicating that "New theories from the likes of Klein and Kohut had occasionally spiced things up." p 166 This sounds either disrespectful or unknowledgeable. Samuel also refers to "the three recognized types of mental illness," describing dementia praecox as "complete indifference to the outside world." p 13 It is unclear whether that is his description or that of his reference. This was neither accurate at the time that term was used, nor is it accurate now of schizophrenia. Samuel implies a caricature of a silent analyst in saying that, by 2000, some had changed and were "actually talking" p 204 with their patients.
This book is easy to read and generally well written. Samuel makes the interesting observation that although psychoanalysis appeared at different points (the 1930s, the 1960s, and the 1970s) to be in decline, "its role in everyday life seemed to be as big as ever." p 151 That is, its pervasiveness in American cultural life, such as in cartoons, party conversations, the use of psychoanalytic jargon in normal social discourse, and people analyzing others or themselves, continued in spite of the popularity of psychoanalysis as a treatment being diminished.
My interest in the material was not consistently captured, although I generally enjoy reading works of history, in particular, the history of psychoanalysis. I felt that at times the author was rather vague. 
